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- The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address - 
Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 
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2a)S This action is FINAL. 2b)n This action is non-final. 
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DETAILED ACTION 



Drawings 



L The drawings are objected to as failing to comply with 37 CFR 1.84(p)(5) 
because they include the following reference sign(s) not mentioned in the 
description: "502" and "514". 

2. The drawings are objected to because of the following informalities: 



^ In Figure 2, it is unclear what component reference character "220" is labeling. 
y\n Figure 9, the step labeled "806" is not the same as the step labeled "806" in 
Figure 8. 

Specification 

3. The abstract of the disclosure is objected to because it is longer than the 1 50 
word limit. Correction is required. See MPEP § 608.01(b). 

The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: 
On page 10, lines 22-23, it is unclear how a RAM can be an EEPROM. 
Appropriate correction is required. 




Claim Objections 

5. Claim 27 is objected to because of the following informalities: 
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In claim 27, it is unclear why the sections included in the system are labeled "C", 
"D", "iv", "v", "vi", and "vii" without corresponding sections labeled "A", "B", "i", "ii", and 
"iii". 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 1, 3, 9, 12, 13, 20, 24, and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 6,236,332 to Conkright et al. in view of U.S. 
Patent No. 4,977,394 to Manson et al. and further in view of U.S. Patent No. 
6,006,171 to Vines etal. 

Conkright distloses a system for monitoring, controlling, and servicing a plurality 
of electrical apparatuses, such as lighting systems located at a plurality of 
households (column 1, lines 60-61), comprising one or more monitoring subsystems 
associated with each apparatus (column 5, line 66 to column 6, line 2) wherein each 
monitoring subsystem periodically determines if it needs to monitor its associated 
electrical apparatus (column 5, lines 42-49), and if so, obtains operating condition 
data, as well as energy consumption data (column 1 , lines 31-41 ), of the electrical 
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apparatus, analyzes the data to detect an alert condition, and, if an alert condition is 
determined, transmits over a wireless service gateway and corresponding network 
(column 3, lines 53-54 and 61-65) an alert notification signal to a centra! computer 
(column 5, lines 50-60) and further to a customer monitoring the device through 
installed subscriber software (column 3, lines 25-43). 

Conkright also discloses polling the monitoring subsystems by the central 
computer (column 7, lines 55-60) to determine the state of the apparatus, whether or 
not a fault condition requiring service exists (column 8, lines 18-27), and determining 
if the fault indicates a complete failure or a partial failure (column 8, lines 35-49). 
Conkright then discloses that if it is determined that one or more of the apparatuses 
requires service, the state of the particular component that requires service is 
determined and the action needed to fix the problem is sent to a service worker who 
corrects the fault condition according to a service contract between the user and 
supplier (column 9, lines 22-29 and 64-66). Conkright then discloses notifying the 
user that the fault has been corrected (column 10, lines 35-40). 

Conkright, however, teaches monitoring electrical apparatuses but does not 
specify that the apparatuses are household appliances or that the system also 
indicates if the device being monitored requires service to avoid failures. 

Manson teaches a diagnostic system for an automatic appliance comprising 
gathering and storing data during the operation of the automatic appliance so that 
upon malfunction of the appliance the data can be retrieved and analyzed to 
determine the cause of the malfunction (column 2, lines 49-53) as well as issuing a 
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warning to the user that the appliance is undergoing an error and needs attention 
(column 13, lines 40-50). Manson then teaches that upon issuance of a warning 
determining whether the warning indicates an error that requires action by the user 
of the device, and correspondingly displays what error exists so that the user may 
correct the problem, or determines that a call should be placed to a skilled service 
person for the proper maintenance (column 16, lines 26-55). 

Vines teaches a dynamic maintenance management system comprising a 
condition monitoring application that processes sensor data collected from the 
monitored process in order to predict and avoid failures (column 5, lines 30-34). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
invention of Conkright to include monitoring household appliances, as taught by 
Manson, because Conkright does disclose the application of the system for many 
different electrical apparatuses (column 6, lines 9-12) and, as suggested by Manson, 
the combination would have provided a method for determining service requirements 
of an apparatus that is usually controlled by unskilled users who would need detailed 
service information rather than skilled workers who could easily correct the problem 
(column 2, lines 35-45). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
invention of Conkright to include indicating if the device being monitored requires 
service to avoid failures, as taught by Vines, because, as suggested by Vines, the 
combination would have provided a method for predicting failures to ensure timely 
maintenance as a means of avoiding catastrophic or unnecessary failures (column 
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5, lines 30-34) therefore reducing the occurrence of downtime and saving money on 
costly repairs. 



8. Claims2, 6, 7, 14, 15, 17, and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S. C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Conkright in view of Manson and Vines and further in view of U.S. 
Patent No. 6,297,742 to Canada et al. 

As noted above, Conkright in combination with Manson and Vines teaches many 
features of the claimed invention including transmitting data by the subsystems 
based upon predetermined times or polling by the central computer (Conkright, 
column 6, lines 29-32 and column 8, lines 18-27) but do not teach producing a signal 
that displays whether the appliance requires immediate attention or non-immediate 
attention, or grouping the functional data over time into statistical historical data for 
analysis at the central computer. 

Canada teaches a system and device for monitoring the operation of a machine 
and producing an operational history (column 2, lines 39-40) comprising a monitor 
for sensing, analyzing, storing, and outputting various operating data of a device 
(column 4, lines 24-27), including several values that determine preventive 
maintenance (column 5, lines 13-44), wherein the device's operational data is stored 
over time to form a statistical history trend (column 31-55) which is transmitted to an 
external computer to be stored and compared against previously stored usage trend 
data for fault diagnosis (column 9, line 63 to column 10, line 14). Canada also 
teaches determining when a fault exists (column 12, lines 61-66) and displaying the 
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occurrence of the fault to the user with a system that distinguishes between a fault 
that is severe and requires immediate attention or repair and a fault that is 
intermediate and requires no action on the part of the user (column 13, lines 12-25). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
invention of Conkright, Mason, and Vines to include producing a signal that displays 
whether the appliance requires immediate attention or non-immediate attention and 
grouping the functional data over time into statistical historical data for analysis at 
the central computer, as taught by Canada, because, as suggested by Canada, the 
combination would have provided a method for insuring that critical faults are taken 
care of immediately while lesser faults that are not critical to the system can be 
corrected when convenient using a method that reduces cost and manpower 
(column 13, lines 39-42 and line 66 to column 14, line 6) and, by comparing the 
current operational trend with a historical trend, allowed for a determination of the 
device's remaining useful life (column 10, lines 11-14). 

With respect to claims 6 and 17, Canada teaches indicating a fault immediately 
after its occurrence, and although Canada doesn't specifically disclose sending a 
non-chtical fault along with a later occurrence of a critical fault, it would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to modify the invention of Conkright, 
Manson, Vines and Canada to include this step since Canada does disclose the 
equivalent method of providing the occurrence of a non-critical fault, not requiring 
immediate attention by the user, which can be download for analysis whenever it is 
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convenient rather than forcing the user to correct the problem when it occurs 
(column 13, lines 35-39). 



9. Claims 4, 5, and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Conkright in view of Manson, Vines, and Canada and further in view of U.S. 
Patent No. 5,124,908 to Broadbent. 

As noted above, Conkright in combination with Manson, Vines, and Canada 
teach many of the features of the claimed invention including performing service 
according to a service contract and determining whether the service should be 
completed by the user or a skilled worker, but do not teach determining if preventive 
maintenance is required and performing the maintenance if the user has a 
maintenance contract. 

Broadbent teaches a user interactive expert machine controller comprising a 
plurality of sensors attached to a machine to monitor a plurality of predetermined 
machine operating conditions (column 2, lines 65-68). Broadbent then teaches 
polling the monitor to determine any error conditions of the machine (column 3, lines 
38-51) and updating a timer value that is compared to a predetermined value to 
determine if non-error service or maintenance is required (column 3, lines 52-59). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
invention of Conkright, Mason, Vines, and Canada to include determining and 
performing preventive maintenance if required, as taught by Broadbent, because, as 
suggested by Broadbent, the combination would have provided a method for 
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preventing future failure of the device by maintaining the device being monitored in 
good condition in a way that requires very little knowledge of the machine and very 
little user intervention (column 1, lines 51-62). 

Further, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to 
include determining if the user has a maintenance contract since Conkright does 
disclose performing service based on a service contract and the combination would 
have provided a method for performing the maintenance under conditions in which 
the supplier has already been compensated and authorized to do so. 

10. Claims 8 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Conkright in view of Manson, Vines, and Canada and further in view of U.S. Patent 
Application Publication No. 2001/0032109 to Gonyea et al. 

As noted above, Conkright in combination with Mason, Vines, and Canada teach 
all of the features of the claimed invention except for determining if and when an 
appliance should be replaced based on patterns of use and providing, according to a 
replacement contract, the delivering and installation of a replacement appliance that 
fits the pattern of use. 

Gonyea teaches a system and method for predicting a maintenance schedule 
and costs for performing future service events of a product comprising inputting 
operating conditions of the product through a network to a server computer (0013) 
and based upon a comparison between the operating environment, operating 
conditions, and the pattern of use (i.e. wear and tear on a part over time based on 
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the operating conditions), over a period of time corresponding to the length of a 
service agreement (i.e. contract), and a predetermined limit that determines when a 
part should be replaced (0026 and 0027). Gonyea also teaches determining repair 
and replace limits and providing new parts that remain within the determined usage 
limits (0050) by searching and maintaining an inventory (0055 and 0056) according 
to the conditions of a maintenance contract (0058). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
invention of Conkright, Mason, Vines, and Canada to include determining if and 
when an appliance should be replaced based on patterns of use and providing, 
according to a replacement contract, the delivering and installation of a replacement 
appliance that fits the pattern of use, as taught by Gonyea, because the combination 
would have provided a replacement part that would last longer by withstanding the 
operating conditions and, as suggested by Gonyea, provided a method that obtains 
maximum use of a component by using the component up to a failure limit but 
eliminates a potential failure by changing the part before exceeding the limit (0027). 

11. Claims 10 and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Conkright in view of Manson and Vines and further in view of EP Patent No. 0 
725 181 A1 to Aisa et al. 

As noted above, Conkright in combination with Manson and Vines teaches all of 
the features of the claimed invention except for specifying that the monitoring include 
monitoring the settings of the appliances and appliance's ambient environment. 
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Aisa teaches a method for managing the control of a household appliance 
(column 2, lines 26-30) by taking into account the settings presented by the user 
(column 7, lines 1-17) as well as the ambient environmental conditions in which the 
components of the appliance operate (column 5, lines 20-27). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
invention of Conkright, Manson, and Vines to include specifying that the monitoring 
include monitoring the settings of the appliances and appliance's ambient 
environment, as taught by Aisa, because, Aisa suggests that the combination would 
manage the household appliance in such a way as to obtain the maximum global 
performance in relation to a determined functional condition (column 3, lines 32-37). 

12. Claims 11, 22, and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Conkright in view of Manson, Vines, and Aisa and further in view 
of Canada et al. 

As noted above, Conkright in combination with Manson, Vines, and Aisa teach all 
of the features of the claimed invention except for grouping the functional data over 
time into statistical historical data for analysis at the central computer. 

Canada teaches a system and device for monitoring the operation of a machine 
and producing an operational history (column 2, lines 39-40) comprising a monitor 
for sensing, analyzing, storing, and outputting various operating data of a device 
(column 4, lines 24-27), including several values that determine preventive 
maintenance (column 5, lines 13-44), wherein the device's operational data is stored 
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over time to form a statistical history trend (column 31-55) which is transmitted to an 
external computer to be stored and compared against previously stored usage trend 
data for fault diagnosis (column 9, line 63 to column 10, line 14). Canada also 
teaches determining when a fault exists (column 12, lines 61-66) and displaying the 
occurrence of the fault to the user with a system that distinguishes between a fault 
that is severe and requires immediate attention or repair and a fault that is 
intermediate and requires no action on the part of the user (column 13, lines 12-25). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
invention of Conkright, Manson, Vines, and Aisa to include grouping the functional 
data overtime into statistical historical data for analysis at the central computer, as 
taught by Canada, because, as suggested by Canada, the combination would have 
provided a method for comparing a current trend with a historical trend to allow for a 
determination of the device's remaining useful life (column 10, lines 11-14) 

13. Claim 25 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 

over Conkright in view of Manson and Vines and further in view of U.S. Patent No. 

5,839,097 to Klausner. 

As noted above, Conkright in combination with Manson and Vines teach all of the 
features of the claimed invention except for analyzing a plurality of appliances 
located in the same household. 

Klausner teaches a control computer, which can provide wireless remote control 
(column 3, lines 12-17), including a device for a functional check, diagnosis, and 
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error search of a plurality of home appliances, including blinds, a washing machine, 
lighting device, dishwasher, and a heating system (column 3, lines 61-64) connected 
to a bus system (column 3, lines 19-21) by polling sensors located in the appliances 
and analyzing the output of the sensors determine errors (column 5, lines 26-40). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
invention of Conkright, Manson, and Vines to include analyzing a plurality of 
appliances located in the same household, as taught by Klausner, because, as 
suggested by Klausner, the combination would have provided a method for allowing 
a user to control the operation, determine errors, and eliminate errors for all of the 
critical appliances in a house (column 5, lines 37-40). 

14. Claims 27, 28, and 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Conkright in view of Manson, Vines, and Klausner and further in 
view of U.S. Patent No. 5,416,468 to Baumann. 

As noted above, Conkright in combination with Manson, Vines, and Klausner 
teaches all the features of the claimed invention except for setting an alarm when 
user attention is required and transmitting a message indicating that the appliance 
requires attention if the user does not attend to the appliance within a predetermined 
time of setting the alarm. 

Baumann teaches a two-tiered system and method for remote monitoring of a 
field device comprising a module for sensing an alarm condition wherein when an 
alarm condition occurs, the field device refrains from immediately sending a report 
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message to a control facility, rather a local alarm is sounded at the field node. If the 
alarm condition is not corrected within a predetermined period of time, then the field 
device sends a report message to the control facility (column 1 1 , lines 21 -29). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
invention of Conkright, Manson, Vines, and Klausner to include setting an alarm 
when user attention is required and transmitting a message indicating that the 
appliance requires attention if the user does not attend to the appliance within a 
predetermined time of setting the alarm, as taught by Baumann, because, as 
suggested by Baumann, the combination would have been applicable in the 
invention of Conkright, Manson, Vines, and Klausner for giving a user time to correct 
a simple problem and determining whether or not the user needs additional 
assistance to correct the problem as well as discriminated between non-emergency 
and emergency conditions (column 3, lines 45-56 and column 1 1 , lines 1 1-29). 



15. Claim 29 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 

over Conkright in view of Manson, Vines, Klausner, and Baumann and further in 

view of Aisa et al. 

As noted above, Conkright in combination with Manson, Vines, Klausner, and 
Baumann teaches all of the features of the claimed invention except for specifying 
that the monitoring include monitoring the settings of the appliances and appliance's 
ambient environment. 
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Aisa teaches a method for managing the control of a household appliance 
(column 2, lines 26-30) by taking into account the settings presented by the user 
(column 7, lines 1-17) as well as the ambient environmental conditions in which the 
components of the appliance operate (column 5, lines 20-27). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
invention of Conkright, Manson, Vines, Klausner, and Baumann to include specifying 
that the monitoring include monitoring the settings of the appliances and appliance's 
ambient environment, as taught by Aisa, because, Aisa suggests that the 
combination would manage the household appliance in such a way as to obtain the 
maximum global performance in relation to a determined functional condition 
(column 3, lines 32-37). 

16. Claim 30 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 

over Conkright in view of Manson, Vines, Klausner, and Baumann and further in 

view of U.S. Patent No. 6,434,458 to Laguer-Diaz et al. 

As noted above, Conkright in combination with Manson, Vines, Klausner, and 
Baumann teaches all of the features of the claimed invention except for analyzing 
data from a given appliance in accordance with operating data from other appliances 
of the same type to determine if the given appliance requires service to avoid a 
failure. 

Laguer-Diaz teaches a well-known system for analyzing fault occurrences in 
operating data of other similar devices under monitoring in order to determine if 
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preventive maintenance is needed on a current device under monitoring (column 2, 
lines 11-16). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
invention of Conkright, Manson, Vines, Klausner, and Baumann to include analyzing 
data from a given appliance in accordance with operating data from other appliances 
of the same type to determine if the given appliance requires service to avoid a 
failure, as taught by Laguer-Diaz, because, as suggested by Laguer-DIaz, the 
combination would have prevented the occurrence of a line-of-service breakdown 
(column 2, lines 11-16) since a fault in one device will more than likely occur in 
another similar device undergoing the same wear/usage. 

17. Claim 31 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Conkright in view of Manson, Vines, Klausner, and Baumann and further in view of 
Canada et al. 

As noted above, Conkright in combination with Manson, Vines, Klausner, and 
Baumann teaches all of the features of the claimed invention except for grouping the 
functional data over time into statistical historical data for analysis at the central 
computer. 

Canada teaches a system and device for monitoring the operation of a machine 
and producing an operational history (column 2, lines 39-40) comprising a monitor 
for sensing, analyzing, storing, and outputting various operating data of a device 
(column 4, lines 24-27), including several values that determine preventive 
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maintenance (column 5, lines 13-44), wherein the device's operational data is stored 
over time to form a statistical history trend (column 31-55) which is transmitted to an 
external computer to be stored and compared against previously stored usage trend 
data for fault diagnosis (column 9, line 63 to column 10, line 14). Canada also 
teaches determining when a fault exists (column 12, lines 61-66) and displaying the 
occurrence of the fault to the user with a system that distinguishes between a fault 
that is severe and requires immediate attention or repair and a fault that is 
intermediate and requires no action on the part of the user (column 13, lines 12-25). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
invention of Conkright, Manson, Vines, Klausner, and Baumann to include grouping 
the functional data overtime into statistical historical data for analysis at the central 
computer, as taught by Canada, because, as suggested by Canada, the 
combination would have provided a method for comparing a current trend with a 
historical trend to allow for a determination of the device's remaining useful life 
(column 10, lines 11-14). 

18. Claim 33 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Conkright in view of Manson, Vines, Klausner, and Baumann and further in view of 
U.S. Patent No. 5,924,486 to Ehlers et al. 

As noted above, Conkright in combination with Manson, Vines, Klausner, and . 
Baumann teaches all the features of the claimed invention except for further 
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analyzing the operating data to determine and indicate if the given appliance is not 
being used efficiently. 

Ehlers teaches an environmental condition control and energy management 
system and method comprising receiving a variety of operating data (column 9, lines 
11-17), using the data to calculate the efficiency of each monitored appliance 
(column 21 , lines 26-32), and processing the data to indicate to the user that the 
appliance needs maintenance to restore the device to its desired efficiency (column 
12, lines 29-45). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
invention of Conkright, Manson, Vines, Klausner, and Baumann to include analyzing 
the operating data to determine and indicate if the given appliance is not being used 
efficiently, as taught by Ehlers, because, as suggested by Ehlers, the combination 
would have allowed the user to maintain the appliance operating at maximum 
efficiency in order to minimize energy consumption therefore minimizing the amount 
spent on energy (column 2, lines 33-37). 

Response to Arguments 

19, Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-26 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

However, it is noted Applicant admits that in Conkright, "[i]f the apparatus has 
failed, the remote unit produces an alert message, which the unit either retains until 
polled or sends directly to a host computer [and w]hen the host computer receives 



Application/Control Number: 09/761 .950 Page 19 

Art Unit: 2857 

the message from the remote unit, the host computer performs a "notification 
routine," or an "alert notification subroutine." (Column 3, lines 61-65; Column 4, lines 
47-51 )" but argues that the invention of Conkright "does not describe the steps 
included in the notification routine or subroutine, and thus, it is not clear who is 
notified of the failure." The Examiner maintains that since, in the section cited by 
Applicant, Conkright discloses "[i]f the received message was sent by a customer, 
no alert notification subroutine need be performed and the computer reenters its 
comparison mode" while "if the received message was not sent by a customer, the 
computer determines, at decision block 60, whether it need to perform an alert 
notification subroutine," Conkright teaches that the subroutine alerts the 
customer/user of the apparatus. 

Conclusion 

20. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure: 

U.S. Patent No. 6,298,308 to Reid et al. teaches a diagnostic network with 
automated proactive local experts comprising a database used in processing 
information including information specific to the particular machine as well as 
machines which are generally the same type. 

U.S. Patent No. 6,445,985 to Bitzer et al. teaches a motor vehicle data 
processing apparatus including determining the occurrence of specific fault patterns 
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in a vehicle fleet, correlated with possible causes, for implementing preventive 
maintenance on other vehicles having the same usage profile. 

21 .Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and 
any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing 
date of the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply 
expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

22. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jeffrey R. West whose telephone number is 
(703)308-1309. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday, 
8:00-4:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor. Marc S. Hoff can be reached on (703)308-1677. The fax phone 
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numbers for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are 
(703)308-7382 for regular communications and (703)308-7382 for After Final 
communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 
(703)308-0956. 



jrw 

March 6, 2003 
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